REMARKS 

Claims 1-20 are pending in the application. Claims 15-20, which were previously 
withdrawn from consideration, are canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. New Claims 21-24 
are submitted for consideration. The specification and Claims 2 and 4 provide full support for 
new Claims 2 1 -24. No new matter has been added. Claims 1 and 1 1 have been amended to more 
clearly define the invention. Reconsideration and allowance of the above referenced application 
is respectfully requested. 

Responsive to the Examiner's request that the references listed in the specification be 
identified in an Information Disclosure Statement, Applicants submit that those references were 
properly submitted in an Information Disclosure Statement on July 26, 2002 and considered by 
the Examiner on September 7, 2004, as evidenced by the initialed and returned PTO 1449 
attached to the present Official Action. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicant regards as 
the invention. 

In particular, the Examiner objects to Claim 1 because the preamble of the claim does not 
correlate with the body of the claim by reciting that a compound is identified. Applicants 
respectfully submit that by the above amendment to Claim 1 , the rejection on that basis is 
rendered moot. 

Further, the Examiner contends that Claim 1 omits an essential step of identifying the 
ligands that bind to the first and second binding sites. As the Examiner has observed, the 
specification, at lines 27-29 of page 20, teaches that the identification of sets of target binding 
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..above, ,he included step of id* is nowexpressly recited in Claim!. Appl.cants 
respectfully submit that the rejection on that basis is now rendered moot. 

The Examiner a,so contends thatClaim. is vague and indefinite because it is unclear 
h ow A pplican,i S ,in k in g the,woboundmcmbcr S ,Mmportan,,,C, M m,doesno,c,aimto^ 

» the two bound members" as the Examiner's objection suggests. Claim ., in pertinent part states, 
»as S emb,i» g and identifyingafitstsct of target binding ligands..." and "assembling and 

rffc «---«.^^^-•'- W *• <, - , ■- rf,l,ta4,, * -, -■ 
first and second setsoftarget binding ligands can be chemically "...ImUed, e.g. coupled, fbsed or 

ofpotentia, high affinity binding linked ligands... The specification continues on pages 2i-23 
to provide numerous non-limiting examples of such a linkage of target binding ligands. As such, 

rejection. 

Tbe Examiner also contends that the recitation "identify members" is vague and 

members" is clearly directed to the compounds identified in the preamble of Clam, , . 
Accordingly.Appiicants assert that this basis for the present rejection is rendered moot. 

Tbe Examiner tamer contends mat step (d, of Cairn , is vague and indefinite because ,t 



One of ordinary skill in the art, from a reading of the specification would understand the 
processes by which screening and idenfificafion of compounds fi-roughoutuae process of *e 

M ,y supports the invention as defined hy Cairn , . Accordingly, withdrawal of this hasis for the 

rejection is requested. 

ResponsivetotheExanriner'sobjectiontoClaimS.ApplicantsdireetthcExantiner-s 

attention to the first full paragraph of page « of the specification, the complete reading ofwhtch 
will be instructive. As indicated in Claim 5 and made clear by Claim 6, in the method of Claim 
,»e first binding site canbe the same as the second binding site (Cairn 5) or, as stated in Churn 
6 the first binding site in Claim 1 is not the same as the second binding site. As such, the claims 
dearlyunderstoodbyoneofordinarysKiUinthear.. Withdrawal of this basis for die 
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rejection is respectfully requested. 

Finally, the Examiner contends that the recitation "biological measurements" is vague and 
indefinite and without definition in the specification. By the above amendment to Cairn 1 1 , 
Applicants assert that this basis for die present rejection is rendered moot. Claim 11. as 
amended, is drawn to a screening step that comprises a "biological assay." This amendment is 
Mlysupported in the specification in the first fidl paragraph on page 40, whichreads in part, 

assay.to determine biological activity." Bythis amendment to Claim 1 1 , this basis for the 

rejection is now overcome. 

Having addressed each of the basis for rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
second paragraph, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal ofthe present rejection. 
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rnNfXUSION 

inlightofthe above, Applicants believe that this application is now in condition for 
allowance and therefore requests favorable consideration. 

If any pointsremain*^ 
personal or telephonic interview, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DLA PIPER RUDNICK GRAY CARY U.S. LLP 




1200 Nineteenth Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20036-2412 
Telephone No. (202) 861-3900 
Facsimile No. (202) 223-2085 



Perry E. Van Over 
Registration No. 42,197 
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